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(l) It was a bottle of wine that John gave me 











(4) lt was John who broke the window 
it C F [sCOMP...] 
(C: Copula; F: Focus; COMP:補文標識節点)
(5) 窓ガラスを割ったのはジョンです。
[s. .COMP1] wa F C 
(6) The one who broke the window was John. 
[NP [s...]] C F井
(#: Sentence boundary) 





l [NP [s.. 1 
b. [NP [s.. 1 
熊本千明
C F COMP 
C F井
C F COMP 
(4) 
(6) 










う一方で、臼本語には It-cleftに相当する形の分裂文はなく、 [:1本語の分裂文の形式は WH悶cleftに類似
のものであると述べていることも、付け加えておこう。
これに対し、 Declerck(1988)は、It-cleftとWH-cleftの焦点部に現れる要素の迷いを、 J怠i味機能の点
から考察する。焦点の位霞に現れる要素に対する制約は、 jt-cleft の方が WH-cleft よりも ~~l 、ことを、
Declerck は次のように説明する。
(8) On the whole， however， the cases in which an jt-cleft is ruled out while a WHぐleftis 
possible are less numerous than the cases in which it is the other way round. The 
reason is that the variable part of a WH-cleft opens with a WH“word (e.g. what， whjch， 
who， whose) which has specific syntactic and semantic properties， while the that-clause 
of an It-cleft is compatible with nearly any kind of value， irrespective of whether it is a 
(human or nonhuman) NP， a prepositional phrase or an adverbial. (Declerck 1988: 236) 
Declerck は、談話における It同cleft、WH-cleftの用法を論じ、焦点部、前提部に現れる要素の情報の
新・!日によって、両者とも3つの下位区分が可能であるとする九
(9) a. contrastive clefts 
The focus is new; the clause is old information 
Focus strongly contrastive 
b. unaccented-anaphoric“focus clefts 
The focus is old; the WH山clauseis new but represented as old 
Focus not strongly contrastive 
c. discontinuous clefts 
80th the focus and the WH-clause are new 
Focus not strongly contrastive (Declerck 1988: 224) 
Declerck (1988: 210町224)が挙げる例は、次のようなものである。
(10) contrastive clefts 
a. Who broke the window?… It was John who did it. 
b. What do you need? What 1 nee is a sheet of paper and a pencil. 
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(11) unaccented-anaphoric-focus clefts 
a. The leaders of the militant homophile movement in America generally have been 
young people. 1t was they who fought back durIng a vIo!ent pO!Ice raId on GreenwIch 
Village bar In 1969...(Prince 1978: 898) 
b. A. Why do you like Paris so much? 
fヨ目 Becausethat's where 1 met my future wife. 
(12) discontinuous clefts 
a. ## 1t was just about 50 years ago that Henry Ford gave us the weekend. On 
September 25， 1926， (...) he decided to establish a 40-hour week， giving his 
employees two days off instead of one. (Prince 1978・898)
b. Good mor、ning，sir. 1s thIs what your son ordered by te!ephone Jast nIght? My wife 






(13) The fact that in ‘informative-presupposition' It-clefts involving a that悶 clausethere is no 
Wf十wordsllch as what， who， etc. also entails that the specificational meaning of such 
clefts is often less strongly marked. ThllS， the It-cleft in 
(32) J' ve been bit once already by a German shepherd. It was really scary. 1t日匂s
aη outsIde meter the woman had. 1 read the gas meter and was walking back 
Ollt.. (Prince 1978: 894) 
is hardly felt to specify a vallle for a variable since there is no 'known' variable (the 
alleged variable part in fact contains new information) and there is no W日目word








本節では、まず、日本語の分裂文の柔軟性を示す関を取り上げることにする。 Declerck(1988: 239) 
には、二つの要素が焦点の佼置に現れた、次のような例が引かれている。
(14) 1t was at Knock a century ago that the Virgin appeared to local peasants. 
(15) 1t was dllring a heated discllssion at the Berlin Olympics in 1936 that Hitler decided on 







(16) a. It was JOHN who arrived yesterday. 
b. lt was YESTERDAY that John arrived 










































すると、どのような WI-l-wordをF郎、ればよいのかが、まず問題になる。 適当な WI-l前wordが見つから
ず、定名詞句をjないた{質問指定文部の形にしてみても、あまりすっきりしないものになる。
(23)0?Where and when / 0?the place and time that the Virgin appeaI、edto local peasants was / 
were at Knock a century agoGl 
(24)00When and (つ)/つつthetime and occasion that I-litler decided on his“Anschluss" policy 










(29)寸twas for his years of research in 2003 that John received the pr包e.








(31) a. It was also JOI-lN who ran away. 






(32) a. It was not only John who did X (and Y) but it was also John who ran away. 






(33) It was the President in a rare departure from the diplomacy of caution who initiated the 
successful Panama invasion. It was a1so Bush who came up with the ideas of having an 
early， informal Malta summit with Gorbachev and a second round of troop cuts in 
Europe after、thefal of the Berlin wall. But it was Baker who subtly turned the Malta 
summit from the informal‘putting our feet up' chat initialy envisaged by the President 
into a platform for the United States to demonstrate through a 16-point initiative that it 
was prepared to help Gorbachev. [M. Dowd and T.L. Friedman 'The Fabulous Bush and 








(34) The detective says Mary alone committed the murder， but we know itis also John / John 
also / John as well who must be investigated. 
(35) We decided to hire Mary for the position but it was also John / John also / John as well 
who had the necessary qualifications. 
(34)、(35)が可能なのは、 ηoton1y Mary but a1so Johnという読みが自然にできるためであるかもし





(36) A: We have to buy several bottles of water， enough food and fuel. 
B: It is ?also toilet rolls / toilet rolls also / toilet rolls as well that we must stock up on. 
これに対し、 (37)、(38)では、 theが唯一殺を明示すため、 a1soや aswell は容認されない。
(37) *The detective says Mary alone committed the murder， but we know the one who must 
be investigated is also John / John also / John as well. 
(38)叩Jedecided to hire Mary for the position but the one who had the necessar、y






(39) The detective says Mary alone committed the murder， but we know that also John / John 
also / John as well is one who must be investigated. 
(40) We decided to hire lVary foγthe position but also John / John also / John as well was 




















cleftに類似している。 WH叩cleftに対応する諮/1民の (41)ー(43) よりも、 jt-cleft的な語/1闘に変えた (47)ー
(49)の方が自然であるのは、興味深いことである。談話の流れという点から見て、般の付加をゆるしやす
し、話)1闘というものを考えてみる必要があるであろう。












V. everybody / every one 
最後に、 everybody/ every oneが焦点となりうるかどうかという点について、簡単にふれておくこと
にしよう。 Declerck(1988: 237)は、会称最イヒ詞は cleftの焦点になれないと指摘し、次の{抑iを挙げる。
(53) A: Who helped youつ
B: (a) *lt was (not) everybody who helped me. 
(b)本Theone(s) who helped me was / were (not) everybody 
(54)ネWhata nice piece of wor幻 Theone(s) who can do this is / are not everybody. 
ところが、時として、全称量化認が It-cleftの焦点部に現れることがある。
(55) What a nice piece of work! 1t is not every one who can do this. (Kruisinga &ζErades 
1953: 144) 
(56) It is not everybody that cares for early Staffordshire pottery. (Kruisinga 1932a: 386) 































(64) においては、r;z~f!ríJ は f(x が y を)ぶつJ というこ嬰述語と関係し、 f太郎j と fぶつj が主述の
関係を結んで、いる。 (65)においては、「太郎j は、 fxが花子をぶっている人だj という一項述訴との!日!に





(66) Not every one can do this. 
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日災誌では、 JO行Nis the murderer、Themurd己reris JOHNのどちらの)[-;が主主本であるのか、議織の余地があるが、日
本誌にあわせて、が1号令指定文、 f安否?を倒Wl指定:文:と IT-ぶ。
6) The s巴ttingof this stOIy is Verona in thε15th c巴nturyのような倒世路定文は可能である c
7)このことは、 theがある場合には、 'i;に指定:文;の読みをもっということをなHょするものではない。例えば、日ヴ10is Johnつ
John is the guy / the on日whomurdered Smithという文は、ジョンが偶者であるかを述べる rlHJ定文J(Decler伎のい
う、 d日scriptionally-identifyingsent巴nce)としてのfIj平釈も可能である。
8) (63)は、f:i正予をぶっているのい人)Jを iモf邑lモntialととり、ある特定の人を指してその人の名IJijを叙述する rfi'i定文j
であると解釈することちできる。
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